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Abstract
Background: The use of complementary and alternative medicine (CAM) among cancer patients is widespread and mostly
self-administrated. Today, one of the most relevant topics is the nondisclosure of CAM use to doctors. This general lack of
communication exposes patients to dangerous behaviors and to less reliable information channels, such as the Web. The Italian
context scarcely differs from this trend. Today, we are able to mine and analyze systematically the unstructured information
available in the Web, to get an insight of people’s opinions, beliefs, and rumors concerning health topics.
Objective: Our aim was to analyze Italian Web conversations about CAM, identifying the most relevant Web sources, therapies,
and diseases and measure the related sentiment.
Methods: Data have been collected using the Web Intelligence tool ifMONITOR. The workflow consisted of 6 phases: (1)
eligibility criteria definition for the ifMONITOR search profile; (2) creation of a CAM terminology database; (3) generic Web
search and automatic filtering, the results have been manually revised to refine the search profile, and stored in the ifMONITOR
database; (4) automatic classification using the CAM database terms; (5) selection of the final sample and manual sentiment
analysis using a 1-5 score range; (6) manual indexing of the Web sources and CAM therapies type retrieved. Descriptive univariate
statistics were computed for each item: absolute frequency, percentage, central tendency (mean sentiment score [MSS]), and
variability (standard variation σ).
Results: Overall, 212 Web sources, 423 Web documents, and 868 opinions have been retrieved. The overall sentiment measured
tends to a good score (3.6 of 5). Quite a high polarization in the opinions of the conversation partaking emerged from standard
variation analysis (σ≥1). In total, 126 of 212 (59.4%) Web sources retrieved were nonhealth-related. Facebook (89; 21%) and
Yahoo Answers (41; 9.7%) were the most relevant. In total, 94 CAM therapies have been retrieved. Most belong to the “biologically
based therapies or nutrition” category: 339 of 868 opinions (39.1%), showing an MSS of 3.9 (σ=0.83). Within nutrition, “diets”
collected 154 opinions (18.4%) with an MSS of 3.8 (σ=0.87); “food as CAM” overall collected 112 opinions (12.8%) with a MSS
of 4 (σ=0.68). Excluding diets and food, the most discussed CAM therapy is the controversial Italian “Di Bella multitherapy”
with 102 opinions (11.8%) with an MSS of 3.4 (σ=1.21). Breast cancer was the most mentioned disease: 81 opinions of 868.
Conclusions: Conversations about CAM and cancer are ubiquitous. There is a great concern about the biologically based
therapies, perceived as harmless and useful, under-rating all risks related to dangerous interactions or malnutrition. Our results
can be useful to doctors to be aware of the implications of these beliefs for the clinical practice. Web conversation exploitation
could be a strategy to gain insights of people’s perspective for other controversial topics.
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Introduction
Background
Complementary and alternative medicine (CAM) is an umbrella
definition for a wide range of medical practices that are no part
of the standard medical care [1,2]. These therapies are
considered “complementary” if used in addition to a
conventional treatment and “alternative” when used instead of
it [3].
A survey of the National Institutes of Health reports an
increasing trend in CAM usage among American people from
1999-2012 [4]. This trend can be easily compared with similar
data that emerged in Europe [5], Asia [6,7], and Africa [8]. The
scientific literature about CAM is also growing constantly
[5,9-11]. Apart from the research on clinical effectiveness of
CAM, many studies on patients’ behaviors and choices are
available [11-16]. Today, one of the most relevant topics in
literature is the nondisclosure of CAM use among cancer
patients [9,13,17].
The Italian context scarcely differs from these trends. A national
survey performed by Italian Center for Social Studies and
Investments (CENSIS) reports that 23.4% of Italian people
resorted to unconventional medicine such as homeopathy and
herbal remedies at least once in 2008 [18]. D’Arena [14]
reported that CAM use among Italian cancer patients is
expanding and mostly self-administered.
Current literature reports that patients would like to talk with
their doctors about CAM, but they do not [5,6,9,16]. In
particular, they would like to ask for information about safe use
of CAM, rather than scientific evidence [16,19]. Today, many
studies report that this information need is often unmet
[16,17,20,21].
On one hand, usually doctors do not ask patients about their
CAM consumption habits [9]. Maybe this is because of doctor’s
lack of knowledge of CAM issues [9,15,19,22]. On the other
hand, patients anticipate doctors’ disapproval or consider the
disclosure irrelevant to their conventional care [9,23].
Consequently, patients autonomously search for information
about CAM.
This general lack of communication between doctors and
patients about CAM has relevant consequences.
First, it exposes patients to potentially dangerous behaviors
[9,14,15,23,24]. Second, health professionals miss relevant
information about patients’ needs, beliefs, behaviors, and
experiences about CAM therapies [6,13,25-27]. Third, lack of
communication eases the spread of misinformation [21,28].
False information has relevant effects not only on patients’
health outcomes [29,30] but also on the decision makers’ policy
as well, through collective debates [28,31,32]. Fourth, the lack
of communication forces people to use alternative and
less-reliable information channels [20,33-36]. Several studies
reported that social communities are the main alternative
information source about CAM for patients [5,37,38]. Within
them, health information flows as a word of mouth mainly
driven by narration of people’s experiences, emotions, and
opinions [5,28,37,39], in an intense interaction with mainstream
media [31,32].
This trend is amplified through the virtual communities that
crowd the Web [39,40]. Today, we are able to mine and analyze
systematically the amount of unstructured textual information
available in websites, forum, social networks, and other digital
communities [41]. Some studies extracted relevant information
about patients’ point of view about different health topics
exploiting social network analysis, natural language processing,
content, and opinion mining software [42-44]. This knowledge
is implicit in the Web conversations, in the semantic
relationships among users, and in their opinions expressed by
tags and comments. We hypothesize that the Web is rich of
information concerning people’s perspective about CAM topics.
Even if expressed in an informal context, Web conversation can
give an insight about the untold Italian people opinions, beliefs,
and rumors about CAM. This is an implicit knowledge otherwise
achievable through the Scientific and Patients Library (SPL)
interviews or formal questionnaires.
Preliminary Data
We collected data about CAM information requests to the SPL
of the Centro di Riferimento Oncologico (CRO) Aviano,
National Cancer Institute. From 2008 to 2013, 218 of 2313
overall questions requested to SPL (9.4%) were CAM-related.
But the trend is constantly increasing. In 2008, we recorded 24
CAM-related questions of 387 (6.2%). In 2012, the CAM-related
questions were 38 of 198 (19.2%), and in 2013, 46 of 282
(16.3%). Overall, 183 requests of 218 (84%) regarded
biologically based therapies such as diet, food, or natural
remedies effectiveness; interactions among remedies and drugs;
and remedies availability. We have to point out that these
numbers reflect only the questions recorded through the SPL
access form. Due to our policy [45], this form is filled by
patients to respect their privacy. Consequently, they are not
forced to give any information about their requests.
Aims
Based on the literature and the preliminary data, we aim to
analyze Italian Web conversation about CAM. In particular, we
aim to identify the most relevant Italian Web conversation
sources; the cancer CAM therapies most discussed by Italian
Web users and the corresponding sentiment; and what is the
most discussed disease.
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Methods
Our data collection methodology could be assimilated to the
theoretical sampling [46] because it involved simultaneously
collecting, coding, and analyzing textual data from the Web
conversations. The textual data analyzed in this work have been
collected by means of ifMONITOR [47], an automatic web
intelligence tool developed by the Artificial Intelligence
Laboratory of the University of Udine. ifMONITOR provided
the following services: (1) Web filtering, (2) Web monitoring
and thematic database construction, and (3) automatic
classification.
Within our search, we followed a systematic approach, which
was organized into 6 phases, with a strictly functional approach.
We have used ifMONITOR for services “a” and “b” in phase
3 and for service “c” in phase 4. Figure 1 shows the data
collection and analysis flowchart. Further details and a flowchart
about the complete workflow are available in the Multimedia
Appendix 1.
Figure 1. Web conversation analysis flowchart.
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Phase 1: Eligibility Criteria Definition
Websites, forums, blogs, communities, and social networks of
any kind and topic addressed to the general public and
containing conversations about CAM topics have been included.
In particular, Facebook profiles, pages, and groups of users and
YouTube channels were also included (depending on the privacy
settings). Otherwise, we decided to leave out Twitter because
the length of the messages is too short to express a complex
opinion about the topic taken into account. The Web search was
also limited to Web documents published between January 1,
2013, and May 31, 2014. We also limited the Web search only
to Italian language Web documents, to meet the perspective of
Italian people with low literacy skills.
Phase 2: Identification and Specification of CAM
Terminology
This phase is manual and has been executed by CRO librarians.
They built up a CAM database containing relevant terms to be
used as a reference in subsequent phases. For each CAM therapy
identified, a structured template was filled up with related
synonymies and references to specific philosophy or religion;
names of people, organizations, and places; book titles; anatomy
and physiology terms; substances or drugs; principles or
processes; methods; instruments or tools; effects or side effects;
diseases. Because the final goal was to analyze Web-based
people conversations, it was important to capture the
terminology that is actually known by the people themselves.
For these reasons, 3 main kinds of sources of information have
been considered: (1) scientific and medical resources [1,48,49],
(2) specific educational booklets for patients published by cancer
volunteer associations [50,51], and (3) public Web-based sources
concerning CAM in Italian language easily accessible on the
Web [52,53]. Figure 2 shows a sample of our CAM database
referring to the “Gerson Therapy”.
Figure 2. CAM database sample: “Gerson Therapy” item translated into English.
Phase 3: Automatic Filtering of the Web
This phase is aimed at collecting all the materials to be analyzed
later exploiting ifMONITOR services “a” and “b.”
The final result of phase 3 has been a set of 3708 documents,
largely referring to people’s conversations, which were
processed in phase 4.
Phase 4: Automatic Classification
This fully automated phase is aimed at classifying the 3708
documents retrieved in which CAM therapy is mentioned in the
document. The starting point has been the terms included in the
CAM therapies database.
Phase 5: Selection of the Final Sample and Sentiment
Analysis
This phase was mainly manual, and it was aimed at identifying
a sample of documents to be analyzed in detail. The result
constituted 838 Web documents.
The manual analysis of the documents, starting from the
documents of the most successful Web-based sources (websites,
blog, and forums that published a high number of pages
concerning CAM therapies). These criteria enabled us to
consider the most popular sources and Web conversations first.
This process continued up to the accumulation of 423 Web
documents, when we reached the saturation of the sample [46].
We considered this a significant and feasible size for the sample
of documents to be manually analyzed in detail because the rest
of the Web documents retrieved did not shed any further light
to the evaluation on the most relevant Web conversation sources
or the most mentioned CAM therapies.
For each of the 423 documents, manual tagging was added,
concerning the sentiment about the perceived effectiveness or
ineffectiveness of the CAM therapy mentioned through a
numerical score ranging from 1 to 5 (1 very bad; 2 bad; 3
neutral; 4 good; and 5 very good). The score assignment was
performed by a team of 4 trained Web intelligence analysts.
They performed individually the sentiment analysis on different
sets of documents, later they compared together the score
assignment, thus limiting information bias due to interoperator
discretionary.
We did not perform any assessment of the medical and scientific
reliability of these statements. Figure 3 shows a screenshot of
ifMONITOR thematic database.
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Figure 3. ifMONITOR thematic database screenshot. Highlighted in yellow are the opinions stated in the Web document. In capitals is the number of
relevant occurrences automatically indexed by ifMONITOR: allopathic medicine (chemotherapy and radiotherapy); Di Bella Multitherapy, acupuncture.
In italics followed by a red, green, or gray spot, the sentiment analysis about the issues stated in the document. Red spot (bad sentiment): plot against
Di Bella Multitherapy; allopathic medicine carcinogenic effects. Green spot (good sentiment): acupuncture effectiveness; Di Bella Multitherapy
effectiveness; Cannabis as palliative care effectiveness. Gray spot (neutral sentiment): melatonin in Di Bella Multitherapy; Uma de Gato effectiveness;
noni and xeronina effectiveness.
Phase 6: Final Sample Classification
According to the literature [1,5,24,49], the librarians tagged the
documents included in the final sample using five CAM
therapies classes. Within each class, they grouped CAM
therapies into 14 categories as shown in Table 1.
Furthermore, librarians indexed the Web sources according to
the criteria of health and nonhealth thematic areas. Web sources
are websites, blogs, forums, and social networks (personal
profiles, groups of users, or public pages). Then they gathered
Web sources according to their specific subject matters, as
shown in Table 2.
The content classification allowed us to identify the most
discussed CAM therapies; the most relevant Web sources; and
the most discussed cancer type. Furthermore, the semantic
analysis allowed us to measure the popularity and sentiment
about the identified CAM and identify the pros and cons issues
in the discussions about the most discussed CAM therapies.
Statistical Analysis
Descriptive statistical analysis was performed using Microsoft
Excel. Absolute (n) and relative frequencies (%) with reference
to total Web sources, total Web documents, and/or total opinions
included in the final sample were computed. For each item
expressed using a numerical score (Likert-type scale ranging
from 1=very bad to 5=very good) mean scores (mean sentiment
score [MSS]) as a central tendency index and standard deviations
from the mean (σ) as an indicator of variability were also
calculated.
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Table 1. CAM therapies.
DescriptionCAM category
Biologically-based
Food or diets (ie, veganism, Gerson diet, garlic, green tea)Nutrition
Drugs or remedies based on chemical substances (ie, UK101, baking
soda)
Chemical-based medicines
Drugs or remedies derived from plants (ie, Aloe, Essiac, Laetrile)Plant-based medicines
Drugs or treatments derived from animals (ie, Escozul, Shark fin)Animal-based medicines
Drugs or treatments derived from minerals (ie, Alcaline water)Mineral-based medicines
Whole medical systems
Medical systems apart from standard medicines (ie, Olism, New
German Medicine, Omeopathy)
Alternative medical systems
Remedies and treatments based on folk traditions (ie, traditional
Chinese medicine, Ayurvedic medicine)
Traditional medical systems
Mind body interventions
Techniques exploiting the mind's ability to affect biological functions
(ie, mindfulness, yoga, hypnosis)
Meditation and relaxation
Psychological approaches or stimulation to release the stress (ie, Si-
monton method, music therapy, color therapy)
Psychological approaches
Techniques based on supernatural or divine intervention (ie, pray,
self-healing, faith)
Spirituality
Energy therapies
Techniques based on natural energies such as heat (ie, hyperthermia,
bioenergy, hydrotherapy)
Natural energies
Techniques based on supernatural energies (ie, pranotherapy, Reiki)Spiritual energies
Manipulative and body-based
Techniques based on physical exercises (ie, dance therapy, Tai Chi,
silvotherapy)
Exercises
Techniques based on body manipulations (ie, reflexology, osteopaty,
chiropratic)
Massages
Table 2. Web sources classification
DescriptionWeb sources category
Health-related
Fostering of CAM therapies, including cancer CAM therapiesCAM
Health communication and healthy lifestyles promotionHealth and wellness
Cancer patients communitiesOncology
Nonhealth-related
Newspaper, both national or local, print or Web-basedMainstream newspaper on the Web
Fostering of pseudoscientific or plot theoriesPseudoscience
Exposition of Web-based pseudoscientific theoriesDebunking
Any other issues retrievedOther
Results
Phase 2: Identification of CAM Terminology
The CAM Therapy Database included a set of 224 CAM
therapies: 19 cancer treatments (ie, Essiac, Gerson Therapy,
Escoazul); 205 general remedies used to manage diseases
symptoms, treatments side effects, or to cope with the stress (ie,
meditation). The number of terms collected referring to the 224
CAM therapies is 3405.
Phase 3 to 6: From Classification to Sentiment Analysis
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Web Documents Overall
The final sample included 423 Web documents extracted from
212 Web sources, showing 868 opinions.
Ten Web sources including 39 Web documents tagged
automatically by ifMONITOR have become inaccessible before
Phase 6. Nevertheless, all of them were automatically indexed
by URL, title, author, date, CAM therapy mentioned, and
opinion. But they lack information about Web sources or Web
documents subjects (for instance topic of the single Web
document). The 868 opinions retrieved stated an overall MSS
of 3.6 (σ=1.0).
We found 244 of 868 (28.1%) opinions related to a specific
disease: 81 of 244 (33.2%) were breast cancer related; 64
(26.2%) were pancreatic cancer related; 29 (11.9%) were
melanoma related; 27 (11.1%) were lung cancer related; 21
(8.6%) were bone marrow cancer related; 14 (5.7%) were
ovarian cancer related; 6 (2.5%) were peritoneum cancer related;
1 (0.4%) were neck cancer; and 1 (0.4%) were mandible cancer
related.
Web Sources
We found 95 of 212 websites (44.8%), 45 social networks
(21.3%), 41 blog (19.3%), and 28 forums (13.2%).
Within social networks, 22 of 45 (49%) were public personal
profiles, 12 (27%) were groups of users, and 11 (24%) were
company or personal pages.
We found 83 of 212 (39.2%) “health-related” Web sources
producing 176 of 423 (41.6%) Web documents. Among the
“health-related” group, we found 46 of 212 (21.7%) Web
sources focused on CAM topics producing 103 of 423 (24.3%)
Web documents. The 377 opinions of 868 (43.4%) of this group,
expressed a MSS of 3.7 (σ=0.8). The Web sources focused on
“oncology” topics were 8 of 212 (3.8%), producing 37 of 423
(8.7%) Web documents.
On the other hand, 126 of 212 (59.4%) were “nonhealth-related”
Web sources, producing 237 of 423 (56%) Web documents.
Among “nonhealth-related” group, we found 66 of 212 (31.1%)
Web sources focused on a wide range of different topics that
produced 142 of 423 Web documents (33.6%). The 476 opinions
of 868 (54.8%) retrieved into this group, expressed a MSS of
3.6 (σ=1.1).
The highest MSS (3.7) was observed among “other issues,”
“oncology,” “health and wellness,” and “CAM” categories. The
lower (2.7) within the “debunking” category. Complete results
are displayed in Table 3.
Table 3. Results per Web source.
MSSd (±σe).OPc, n (%)WDb, n (%)WSa, n (%)Web Sources category
3.7 (± 0.8)377 (43.4)176 (41.6)83 (39.2)Health-related
3.7 (±0.8)198 (22.8)103 (24.3)46 (21.7)CAM
3.7 (±0.1)79 (9.1)36 (8.5)29 (13.7)Health and wellness
3.7 (±1.1)37 (8.7)
100 (11.5)
8 (3.8)Oncology
3.6 (±1.1)476 (54.8)237 (56)126 (59.4)Nonhealth-related
3.4 (±1.1)93 (10.7)35 (8.3)26 (12.3)Mainstream newspaper on the Web
3.6 (±1.1)124 (14.3)52 (12.3)30 (14.2)Pseudoscience
2.7 (±1.2)13 (1.5)8 (1.9)4 (1.9)Debunking
3.7 (±1.1)246 (28.3)142 (33.6)66 (31.1)Other
3.9 (±0.3)15 (1.7)10 (2.4)3 (1.4)Unknown
3.6 (±1.0)868 (100)423 (100)212 (100)Total
aWS: Web sources.
bWD: Web documents.
cOP: opinions.
dMSS: mean sentiment score.
eσ: standard deviation.
Yahoo Answers is the most retrieved Web source: 41 of 423
(9.7%). The Facebook group “Quelli che il cancro (e non solo)
lo curo a modo mio” (those who cure cancer, and not only, in
their own way), counted 30 Web documents of 423 (7.1%). This
group changed its privacy settings: today the access is limited
to the registered members only. But if we sum all Facebook
profiles, groups, and pages together, we count 89 of 423 (21%)
Web documents, nearly double that of Yahoo Answers. The
third Web source per number, 14 of 423 (3.3%), was
Greenstyle.it, a Web magazine fostering ecologic lifestyles
owned by HTML.it, an Italian network of publishing and
advertising companies.
CAM Therapies
We found 94 therapies or remedies mentioned in the
conversations retrieved. Among these, 68 (72%) were included
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in the CAM keyword set. Twenty-six (28%) are therapies that
emerged during the manual reviews of ifMONITOR’s search
output in phase 3. Some of these are typical Italian alternative
cancer remedies, such as “Giuseppe Nacci’s” diet, an Italian
variation of “Gerson Therapy,” “Gianfranco Pantellini’s”
therapy, based on potassium ascorbate consumption, “Alessiani’s
Water,” enriched with minerals extracted from Romans
catacombs.
The most discussed CAM therapies belong to the “biologically
based therapies” group, with 702 of 868 (80.9%) opinions
retrieved. The MSS observed was 3.6 (σ=1.0). Among
“biologically based therapies” the “nutrition” category had the
higher rate of opinions, 339 of 868 (39.1%), expressing an MSS
of 3.9 (σ=0.8). “Chemical-based medicines,” counted 186
opinions of 868 (21.4%) showing an MSS of 3.3 (σ=1.3).
“Plant-based medicines” counted 144 opinions of 868 (16.6%),
and an MSS of 3.6 (σ=1.0). The complete results are displayed
in Table 4.
Table 4. CAM therapies per category.
MSSb, (±σc)OPa, n (%)CAM category
3.6 (±1.0)702 (80.9)Biologically-based therapies
3.9 (±0.8)339 (39.1)Nutrition
3.3 (±1.3)186 (21.4)Chemical-based medicines
144 (16.6)
3.6 (±1.0)
Plant-based medicines
3.5 (±0.6)26 (3.0)Animal-based medicines
4.0 (±0.6)7 (0.8)Mineral-based medicines
3.5 (±1.0)103 (11.9)Whole medical systems
3.4 (±1.1)81 (9.3)Alternative medical systems
4.0 (±0.8)22 (2.5)Traditional medical systems
4.0 (±0.6)32 (3.7)Mind–body interventions
4.1 (±0.7)20 (2.3)Meditation and relax
4.2 (±0.4)6 (0.7)Psychological approaches
3.8 (±0.4)6 (0.7)Spirituality
3.9 (±0.7)20 (2.3)Energy therapies
4.0 (±0.6)15 (1.7)Natural energies
3.4 (±0.9)5 (0.6)Spiritual energies
3.8 (±0.4)11 (1.3)Manipulative and body-based
3.9 (±0.3)8 (0.9)Exercises
3.7 (±0.6)3 (0.3)Massage techniques
3.6 (±1.0)868 (100)Total
aOP: opinions.
bMSS: mean sentiment score.
cσ: standard deviation.
We identified different approaches concerning the “nutrition”
issues. On one hand, most of the time, Web users talked about
the effectiveness of a certain diet or alimentary regimen in
cancer treatment or prevention. For instance, “vegetarianism”
or “veganism,” “raw foodism,” “alkaline diet,” “Gerson
therapy.” On the other hand, they often discussed about the
healing properties of a specific food or spice. For instance,
grapefruit, garlic, turmeric, mushrooms, lemon, or green tea.
Finally, the discussions on dietary regimen included also the
use of supplements, for instance, vitamins. “Diets” overall
collected 154 opinions of 868 (18.4%) with an MSS of 3.8
(σ=0.9). “Food as CAM” overall collected 112 opinions of 868
(12.8%) with a MSS of 4 (σ=0.7). “Supplements” collected 73
opinions of 868 (7.8%) with an MSS of 3.8 (σ=0.9). The main
results are summarized in Table 5.
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Excluding diets and food, the most discussed CAM therapy is
the “Di Bella multitherapy.” We retrieved 102 opinions of 868
(11.8%) with an MSS of 3.4 (σ=1.2). “Di Bella multitherapy”
and a reportage of “Le Iene,”(the Hyenas) Italian comedy and
satirical TV show with reports on politics and consumers issues,
on “alkaline diet” and “veganism” were also the most recurring
topic: 16 of 423 (3.8%) Web documents retrieved.
Table 5. Most discussed CAM therapies.
MSSb, (±σc)OPa, n (%)CAM categoryCAM classification
Diets
3.8 (±0.9)154 (18.4)Biologically-based therapies
Nutrition
Food as CAM
4.0 (±0.7)112 (12.8)NutritionBiologically-based therapies
Di Bella multitherapy
3.4 (±1.2)102 (11.8)Chemical-based medicinesBiologically-based therapies
Phytotherapy
3.6 (±1.0)96 (11.1)Plant-based medicinesBiologically-based therapies
Supplements
3.8 (±0.9)73 (7.8)NutritionBiologically-based therapies
Simoncini therapy
2.6 (±1.4)45 (5.2)Chemical-based medicinesBiologically-based therapies
Naturopathy
3.5 (±1.0)38 (3.7)Alternative medical systemsWhole medical systems
Father Zago’s aloe remedy
3.6 (±0.9)22 (2.5)Plant-based medicinesBiologically-based therapies
Others
-226 (26)-
aOP: opinions.
bMSS: mean sentiment score.
cσ: standard deviation.
The Case of Di Bella Multitherapy
We found 29 of 212 (13.7%) Web sources containing 58 of 423
(13.7%) Web documents and 102 of 868 (11.7%) opinions about
“Di Bella multitherapy.” This is a controversial cancer treatment
invented by the Italian physician Luigi Di Bella, based on a mix
of somatostatin, melatonin, hormones, and vitamins. In the early
1990s, this treatment had a wide appeal among Italian cancer
patients [54]. The trial performed in 1998 by the Italian Ministry
of Health proved that this therapy is ineffective [54-58];
nevertheless, it has been followed by an intense emotional
campaign in favor of the therapy [54]. For these reasons, patients
rarely ask for information or disclose the use of Di Bella
multitherapy to their doctors. Three Web sources containing 8
Web documents were not accessible in phase 6. The complete
results are displayed in Table 6.
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Table 6. Discussions about Di Bella multitherapy.
MSSd, (σe)OPc, n (%)WDb, n (%)WSa , n (%)CAM category
3.4 (±1.1)37 (36.3)15 (26)8 (28)Health-related
3.0 (±1.1)8 (7.9)4 (7)3 (10)CAM
-0 (0)0 (0)0 (0)Health and wellness
3.6 (±1.1)29 (28.4)11 (19)5 (17)Oncology
3.3 (±1.3)65 (63.7)43 (74)21 (72)Nonhealth-related
3.5 (±1.2)13 (12.7)9 (15)6 (21)Mainstream newspaper on the Web
3.8 (±1.1)17 (16.6)9 (15)6 (21)Pseudoscience
-0 (0)0 (0)0 (0)Debunking
3.1 (±1.3)35 (34.4)25 (43)9 (31)Other
3.4 (±1.2)102 (100)58 (100)29 (100)Total
aWS: Web sources.
bWD: Web documents.
cOP: opinions.
dMSS: mean sentiment score.
eσ: standard deviation.
This therapy was mostly discussed among “Nonhealth-related”
web sources, with 65 out of 102 (63.7%) opinions retrieved
showing an MSS of 3.4 (σ=1.1). Most of the conversation were
retrieved among the “other issues” category, with 35 of 102
(34.4%) opinions showing an MSS of 3.1 (σ=1.1). No opinions
were retrieved into the “debunking” and “health and wellness”
category.
Conversely, we counted 37 of 102 (36.3%) opinions into
“health-related” Web sources showing an overall MSS of 3.3
(σ=0.8). We observed that it was discussed almost only in the
“oncology” category, with 29 of 102 (28.4%) opinions retrieved
showing an MSS of 3.6 (σ=1.1).
We also found that 23 of 423 (5.4%) Web documents have the
“Di Bella multitherapy” as main topic of the conversation,
distributed among: 6 in “oncology,” 1 in “CAM,” 2 in
“mainstream newspaper on the Web,” 2 in “pseudoscience and
conspiracy theories,” and 12 in “other issues” categories.
The conversations retrieved were mainly focused on the
discussion about effectiveness or ineffectiveness of “Di Bella
therapy,” with 60 of 102 (58.8%) opinions showing an MSS of
3.8 (σ=1.3). The lowest MSS observed is 2.5 (σ=1.1) achieved
by the topic “plot against therapy’s trial” means that the 5 users
believe to the plot theory against the “Di Bella multitherapy.”
The arguments in support of the Di Bella multitherapy expressed
by users in the Web conversations were the absence of side
effects, the effectiveness in treating neoplasm otherwise
terminal, and its effectiveness while conventional therapies are
suspended. There is a widespread belief that its real effectiveness
cannot be proven because the trial was intentionally
compromised. To prove this last statement, users often report
that the well-known oncologist Umberto Veronesi during an
interview confirmed the effectiveness of the somatostatin in
breast cancer treatment. The points against the Di Bella
multitherapy were mainly two: the therapy has not been
recognized as a standard therapy by the Italian National Health
Service because of the lack of scientific evidence and the therapy
has high initial costs.
Discussion
Principal Findings
Our survey confirms the existence of Web-based conversations
about cancer CAM therapies among Italian Web users. The
overall sentiment on CAM effectiveness tends to range from
neutral to good, with a certain degree of variability in opinions
(MSS±: 3.6±1.0).The conversations about CAM were retrieved
mostly from “nonhealth-related” rather than “health-related”
web sources. Facebook and Yahoo Answers together covered
almost one third of the conversation retrieved. Beyond them,
most of the CAM conversations are widespread within Web
sources that deal with very different topics. For instance,
political activism, economy, marketing, video games, sport,
gastronomy, leisure, and weather forecasts. The overall
sentiment observed in the “nonhealth-related” category is quite
neutral with high level of polarization (MSS±: 3.3±1.3).
A similar overall sentiment emerges in the “health-related”
category, although with less variability (MSS±: 3.4±1.1). Despite
the low number of Web sources retrieved, we found a high rate
of opinions in the “oncology” category. This is because they
are mostly conversations among patient-dedicated forums users.
The sentiment observed in this category is quite good
(MSS=3.8), with some variability among the conversations
partaking (σ=1.1).
The most discussed CAM therapies belong largely to the
“biologically-based” category. In particular, the “nutrition” has
a good score with low polarization (MSS±: 3.9±0.8).
“Nutritional” CAMs are also considered very effective for cancer
prevention, side-effects management, and as cancer cure also.
Nutritional conversations concern the effectiveness of diets,
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such as “veganism.” But they also concern the healing properties
of a single food. In this case, the consensus is high and with
quite low variation (MSS±: 44±0.9). “Plant-based” medicines
are also perceived as quite effective (MSS±: 3.6±1.0). Against
the number of opinion retrieved, we observed an almost neutral
sentiment score with a quite high polarization of opinions
(MSS±: 3.3±1.3) among “chemical-based” medicines.
Only a third (28.1%) of the opinions retrieved mentioned a
specific neoplasm: mostly breast or ovarian cancer. In the other
case, people referred only to cancer in general.
Contrary to what we expected, we collected a low number of
very popular CAM, such as homeopathy, Chinese traditional
medicine, acupuncture, yoga, and reflexology. At the same time,
almost a third (28%) of the CAMs that emerged during the
manual reviews in phase 3 were unexpected or uncommon.
They are all “biologically based.”
Finally, particularly significant is the finding of a considerable
amount of opinions about the “Di Bella multitherapy.” We
observed that Di Bella multitherapy is mentioned mostly within
the “nonhealth-related” Web sources. The corresponding MSS
tends to a neutral value, with a very high rate of polarization,
especially among the “nonhealth-related” Web sources (σ 1.3).
It is interesting to observe that the higher MSS is recorded
among the “oncology” and “pseudoscience and conspiracy
theories” categories together.
These findings on Di Bella Multitherapy are particularly relevant
if we compare its popularity with other similar pseudoscientific
cancer treatments, such as the “Simoncini Baking Soda” therapy.
This latter is notably less discussed, with a very low MSS and
a very high level of polarization (σ 1.4). This proves that Di
Bella multitherapy is considered more than a pseudocure by
those partaking in the Web conversations that were considered.
Comparison With Prior Works
Our findings in number and distributions of conversations
confirm those reported in the Social Oncology Project for the
United States [39]: cancer conversations are ubiquitous. The
sentiment expressed in the considered Italian Web conversations
are comparable with those observed in Israel [6] about the
perception of effectiveness and safety of CAM (mean scores
were equal to 3.4619 and 3.6589, respectively, using a similar
1-5 score range).
The distribution of the conversations complies with the results
of the CENSIS national report [38]: only 13.9% of the Italian
people that are used to share advices and experiences in forum
or specific Web-based communities. Conversely, almost 90%
of Italian people exploit search engines to find the health
information they need. Very generic Web sources such as
Facebook and Yahoo Answers are the main conversation
triggers. Facebook users seem to be more active in promoting
diets and healthy lifestyles (ie, naturopathy and ecology). But
we also found several pages that promoted pseudomedicine
practitioners or products (ie, Escozul). Yahoo Answers users
behavior differ if they are “askers” or “answerers.” The askers
show a rather low knowledge about cancer topics and about the
differences among its typologies. They ask very generic
questions such as: “What is the name of the disease that make
you go bald?” or “What is the cancer cure?” or “Is there a cure
for cancer alternative to chemotherapy?” The answerers are also
very generic in their replies. But we found that the most active
answerers are strong promoters of alternative remedies rather
than proper informers (ie, the motto “Di Bella multitherapy”
used as profile’s avatar).
This complies with Quattrociocchi [32] and Bessi [28], who
observed that in science/pseudoscience Facebook conversations
consumers of alternative news are more focused on their
contents, whereas scientific news consumers are more prone to
comment on alternative news. Moreover, Mocanu [31] observes
that those with strong preferences for alternative information
sources, perhaps motivated by the will to avoid the manipulation
employed by mainstream media controlled by the government
are more susceptible to false information. According to Del
Vicario [59], Facebook users tend to select and share content
related to specific narratives and ignore the rest. This way,
conversations often occur in “echo chambers” which cause
reinforcement of confirmation bias, shaping users’ commitment
to a specific system of beliefs and fostering the spread of
misinformation. Particularly, Bessi [28] observed also that
unsubstantiated scientific claims and rumors reverberate over
a period of time comparable with that of more verified
information among the Italian Facebook community. This
increases the polarization of those for and against conventional
medicine. On the other hand, Glaeser [60] demonstrates that if
people have strong previous convictions, then the corrections
of false information can backfire by increasing polarization
among those participating in discussion. Above all, this is seen
to be true in the persistence of the same issues about Di Bella
multitherapy, over a period of 20 years, as reported by
Passalacqua [54].
The amount of conversations retrieved about nutritional and
herbal remedies together comply with the trends in CAM
consumption reported by current literature [5,6,15,35,61]. In
particular, D’Arena [14] reported that Italian cancer patients
resort mostly to aloe formulations, green tea, and supplements.
But in our findings, a clear distinction between nutrition and
supplements and plant-based medicines emerges. We observed
a wide consensus on food and diets effectiveness to face cancer.
Conversely, plant-based medicines and supplements benefits
are more argued. Moreover, “chemical-based” medicines are
more controversial. This complies with CENSIS report [18]:
remedies that claim a “natural” background are perceived as
more effective and safe than the “chemical-based” ones. Web
users tend to consider “nutritional” and “natural” remedies
harmless. Conversely, food chemically or industrially processed
such as meat, fish, carbohydrates, complex sugars, and milk
products are considered too adulterated and harmful.
Despite the wide consumption of some popular CAM therapies
reported by the literature among the Italian cancer patients
[5,18,62], we collected a very small number of conversations
about these topics. Probably, this is due to the fact that
acupuncture, phytotherapy, homeopathy, homotoxicology,
anthroposophic medicine, ayurvedic medicine, and Chinese
traditional medicine are accepted as medical acts by professional
bodies of Italian physicians [63], but also to the fact that the
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“nutritional” issues are currently mostly discussed in other
Italian media, such as television (ie, “Le Iene” TV show).
Contrary to the trends observed by the Social Oncology Project
[39], the volume of Italian Web conversation is matched with
the impact of the disease. In fact, the Italian Association of
Cancer Registries [64] reports that breast cancer was the most
common incident cancer among women in 2011 (13%) and also
the most prevalent neoplasm from 1992 to 2006 (522,235 cases).
But the prevalence of gynecological cancer conversation could
be related also to some predictors of CAM use and the Internet
health information consumption. Molassiotis [5], Jong [16],
Yun [59], and Hubner [15] agree that women with chronic
disease, high education, and good socioeconomic status are
more inclined to use CAM. At the same time, Kelly [65]
reported that active health information seeking using a wide
range of sources was predicted by female gender, aged 40-64
years, higher education. The trend among Italian people is the
same [14,18,66]. Siliquini [66] reported also that women with
chronic disease, aged 42-53 years, are more susceptible to
negative modification in health behaviors induced by Web
information.
Limitations
Our study has some limitations. The sample is limited in number,
and it is not representative of all the Italian Web conversations
in the period taken into account. Furthermore, it was not possible
to acquire demographic information about Web users. Although
we have included a consistent number of Web users, this may
not be representative of the entire Italian population. The use
of mean and standard deviation for summarizing the opinions
collected using a Likert-type ordinal scale is controversial;
however, given the adequate sample size of each group and the
nearly normal distribution of our data, the parametric approach
is considered acceptable [66].
Conclusions
Conversations on CAM and cancer are ubiquitous. Most of them
flow through nonhealth-related Web sources. We need to know
people’s information background to better understand their
“implicit” knowledge about CAM issues and cancer. We found
that unsubstantiated beliefs such as Di Bella multitherapy last
for many years, despite scientific evidence. This particularly
happens with the cancer patients’ Web-based communities that
were retrieved. Understanding the reasons for this persistency
against scientific evidence needs further research. There is a
big concern about the biologically based therapies and remedies,
in particular diet and nutrition and naturopathy issues. These
are perceived as harmless and useful, under-rating all risks
related to dangerous interactions or malnutrition.
Based on our data, we suggest that doctors should be aware of
the implications of these beliefs for the clinical practice. At the
same time, it is necessary to keep themselves up to date about
the ever-changing CAM issues, to foster patients’ information
requests and avoid decisions based only on autonomous Web
searches.
We can exploit Web conversation analysis as a strategy to get
insights of people perspective and improve new information
strategies and resources even for other controversial topics such
as clinical trials, sexuality and fertility, and HPV vaccination.
 
Acknowledgments
This study has been funded by the Italian Ministry of Health RF project “Extending Comprehensive Cancer Centers expertise in
Patient Education: the power of partnership with patient representatives” (Project Code:RF-2010-2308141) and 5x1000 to CRO
Aviano Grant for Patient Education Program.
Authors thank Ms Anna Vallerugo, MA, for the English editing and Ms Antonella Zucchetto, PhD, for the statistical consultation.
Conflicts of Interest
None declared.
Multimedia Appendix 1
Extended description of the data collection and analysis workflow.
[PDF File (Adobe PDF File), 371KB - jmir_v18i6e120_app1.pdf ]
References
1. National Center for ComplementaryIntegrative Health. Complementary, Alternative, or Integrative Health: What's In a
Name Internet URL: https://nccih.nih.gov/health/whatiscam [accessed 2015-03-10] [WebCite Cache ID 6Wv8F0uzH]
2. National Cancer Institute.: National Cancer Institute Complementary and Alternative Medicine Internet URL: http://www.
cancer.gov/cancertopics/cam [accessed 2015-03-10] [WebCite Cache ID 6Wv9Kvnd9]
3. National Library of Medicine, National Institute of Health. Medical Subject Headings. Complementary Therapies Internet
URL: http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/mesh/68000529 [accessed 2015-03-10] [WebCite Cache ID 6Wv8Q0xhj]
4. National Center for Complementary Integrative Health. National Health Interview Survey 2012 URL: https://nccih.nih.gov/
research/statistics/NHIS/2012 [accessed 2015-03-10] [WebCite Cache ID 6Wv8KD1gT]
J Med Internet Res 2016 | vol. 18 | iss. 6 | e120 | p.12http://www.jmir.org/2016/6/e120/
(page number not for citation purposes)
Mazzocut et alJOURNAL OF MEDICAL INTERNET RESEARCH
XSL•FO
RenderX
5. Molassiotis A, Fernadez-Ortega P, Pud D, Ozden G, Scott JA, Panteli V, et al. Use of complementary and alternative
medicine in cancer patients: a European survey. Ann Oncol 2005 Apr;16(4):655-663 [FREE Full text] [doi:
10.1093/annonc/mdi110] [Medline: 15699021]
6. Ben-Arye E, Frenkel M, Klein A, Scharf M. Attitudes toward integration of complementary and alternative medicine in
primary care: Perspectives of patients, physicians and complementary practitioners. Patient Educ Couns 2008;70(3):402.
[doi: 10.1016/j.pec.2007.11.019]
7. Tsuya A, Sugawara Y, Tanaka A, Narimatsu H. Do Cancer Patients Tweet? Examining the Twitter Use of Cancer Patients
in Japan. J Med Internet Res Internet 2014:27. [doi: 10.2196/jmir.3298]
8. Sawadogo WR, Schumacher M, Teiten M, Dicato M, Diederich M. Traditional West African pharmacopeia, plants and
derived compounds for cancer therapy. Biochem Pharmacol 2012 Nov 15;84(10):1225-1240. [doi: 10.1016/j.bcp.2012.07.021]
[Medline: 22846603]
9. Davis EL, Oh B, Butow PN, Mullan BA, Clarke S. Cancer patient disclosure and patient-doctor communication of
complementary and alternative medicine use: a systematic review. Oncologist 2012;17(11):1475-1481 [FREE Full text]
[doi: 10.1634/theoncologist.2012-0223] [Medline: 22933591]
10. Levine AS, Balk JL. Yoga and quality-of-life improvement in patients with breast cancer: a literature review. Int J Yoga
Therap 2012(22):95-99. [Medline: 23070679]
11. Shneerson C, Taskila T, Gale N, Greenfield S, Chen Y. The effect of complementary and alternative medicine on the quality
of life of cancer survivors: a systematic review and meta-analyses. Complement Ther Med 2013 Aug;21(4):417-429. [doi:
10.1016/j.ctim.2013.05.003] [Medline: 23876573]
12. Arthur K, Belliard JC, Hardin SB, Knecht K, Chen C, Montgomery S. Practices, attitudes, and beliefs associated with
complementary and alternative medicine (CAM) use among cancer patients. Integr Cancer Ther 2012 Sep;11(3):232-242
[FREE Full text] [doi: 10.1177/1534735411433832] [Medline: 22313741]
13. Citrin D, Bloom D, Grutsch J, Mortensen S, Lis C. Beliefs and Perceptions of Women with Newly Diagnosed Breast Cancer
Who Refused Conventional Treatment in Favor of Alternative Therapies. The Oncologist 2012 2012;17(5):612.
14. D'Arena G, Laurenti L, Coscia M, Cortelezzi A, Chiarenza A, Pozzato G. Complementary and alternative medicine use in
patients with chronic lymphocytic leukemia: an Italian multicentric survey. Leuk Lymphoma 2014 Apr 1;? 2014;55(4):847.
[doi: 10.3109/10428194.2013.803223]
15. Hübner J, Hanf V. Commonly Used Methods of Complementary Medicine in the Treatment of Breast Cancer. Breast Care
2013;8(5):1. [doi: 10.1159/000355705]
16. Jong MC, van de Vijver Lucy, Busch M, Fritsma J, Seldenrijk R. Integration of complementary and alternative medicine
in primary care: what do patients want? Patient Educ Couns 2012 Dec;89(3):417-422. [doi: 10.1016/j.pec.2012.08.013]
[Medline: 23031611]
17. Frenkel M, Ben-Arye E, Cohen L. Communication in cancer care: discussing complementary and alternative medicine.
Integr Cancer Ther 2010 Jun;9(2):177-185. [doi: 10.1177/1534735410363706] [Medline: 20356950]
18. Fondazione CENSIS. 2008. Tra passato e futuro Rapporto con i farmaci e Health Technology Assessment Internet URL:
http://www.censis.it/censis/censis_utilities/download_content?landing_page=http%3A%2F%2Fwww.censis.
it%2Fcensis%2Fbrowse%2F7%3Fshadow_comunicato_stampa%3D117754&resource=117753&resource_type=Censis%3A%3AShadowDownload;
[accessed 2015-02-02] [WebCite Cache ID 6XSpP7OZb]
19. Smithson J, Paterson C, Britten N, Evans M, Lewith G. Cancer patients' experiences of using complementary therapies:
polarization and integration. J Health Serv Res Policy 2010 Apr;15 Suppl 2:54-61. [doi: 10.1258/jhsrp.2009.009104]
[Medline: 20194431]
20. Kim DY, Lee HR, Nam EM. Assessing cancer treatment related information online: unintended retrieval of complementary
and alternative medicine web sites. Eur J Cancer Care (Engl) 2009 Jan;18(1):64-68. [doi: 10.1111/j.1365-2354.2008.00944.x]
[Medline: 18771532]
21. Lee SY, Hawkins R. Why do patients seek an alternative channel? The effects of unmet needs on patients' health-related
Internet use. J Health Commun 2010 Mar;15(2):152-166. [doi: 10.1080/10810730903528033] [Medline: 20390984]
22. Bjerså K, Stener VE, Fagevik OM. Knowledge about complementary, alternative and integrative medicine (CAM) among
registered health care providers in Swedish surgical care: a national survey among university hospitals. BMC Complement
Altern Med 2012;12:42 [FREE Full text] [doi: 10.1186/1472-6882-12-42] [Medline: 22498305]
23. Lindeman M. Biases in intuitive reasoning and belief in complementary and alternative medicine. Psychol Health 2011
Mar;26(3):371-382. [doi: 10.1080/08870440903440707] [Medline: 20419560]
24. Goldrosen M, Straus S. Complementary and alternative medicine: assessing the evidence for immunological benefits. Nat
Rev Immunol 2004;4(11):921. [doi: 10.1038/nri1486]
25. Ernst E. Complementary and alternative medicine (CAM) and cancer: the kind face of complementary medicine. Int J Surg
2009 Dec;7(6):499-500 [FREE Full text] [doi: 10.1016/j.ijsu.2009.08.005] [Medline: 19716449]
26. Ahluwalia S, Murray E, Stevenson F, Kerr C, Burns J. 'A heartbeat moment': qualitative study of GP views of patients
bringing health information from the internet to a consultation. Br J Gen Pract 2010 Feb;60(571):88-94 [FREE Full text]
[doi: 10.3399/bjgp10X483120] [Medline: 20132702]
J Med Internet Res 2016 | vol. 18 | iss. 6 | e120 | p.13http://www.jmir.org/2016/6/e120/
(page number not for citation purposes)
Mazzocut et alJOURNAL OF MEDICAL INTERNET RESEARCH
XSL•FO
RenderX
27. Cassileth B. Alternative Therapies: Learning from Patients Who Choose Them. The Oncologist 2012;17(5):591. [doi:
10.1634/theoncologist.2012-0149]
28. Bessi A, Coletto M, Davidescu G, Scala A, Caldarelli G, Quattrociocchi W. ArXiv Prepr. 2014 Aug 7. Science vs Conspiracy:
collective narratives in the age of (mis)information URL: http://arxiv.org/pdf/1408.1667.pdf [accessed 2016-05-04] [WebCite
Cache ID 6hFt7uo4q]
29. Goldacre B. Media misinformation and health behaviours. Lancet Oncol 2009 Sep;10(9):848. [doi:
10.1016/S1470-2045(09)70252-9] [Medline: 19717089]
30. Schulz PJ, Nakamoto K. Patient behavior and the benefits of artificial intelligence: the perils of “dangerous” literacy and
illusory patient empowerment. Patient Educ Couns 2013 Aug;92(2):223-228. [doi: 10.1016/j.pec.2013.05.002] [Medline:
23743214]
31. Mocanu D, Rossi L, Zhang Q, Karsai M, Quattrociocchi W. ArXiv14033344 Phys. 2014 Mar 13. Collective attention in
the age of (mis)information URL: http://arxiv.org/abs/1403.3344 [accessed 2016-05-04] [WebCite Cache ID 6hFtAvXUO]
32. Quattrociocchi W, Caldarelli G, Scala A. ArXiv13074292 Phys. 2013 Jul 16. Influence of media on collective debates
URL: http://arxiv.org/abs/1307.4292 [accessed 2016-05-04] [WebCite Cache ID 6hFtC9fq9]
33. Huebner J, Senf B, Micke O, Muecke R, Stoll C, Prott FJ, working group PreventionIntegrative Oncology (PRIO) of the
German Cancer Society. Online information on complementary and alternative medicine for cancer patients: evidence-based
recommendations. Onkologie 2013;36(5):273-278. [doi: 10.1159/000350307] [Medline: 23689222]
34. Keim-Malpass J, Albrecht TA, Steeves RH, Danhauer SC. Young women's experiences with complementary therapies
during cancer described through illness blogs. West J Nurs Res 2013 Nov;35(10):1309-1324 [FREE Full text] [doi:
10.1177/0193945913492897] [Medline: 23820874]
35. Price A, Grann VR. Portrayal of complementary and alternative medicine for cancer by top online news sites. J Altern
Complement Med 2012 May;18(5):487-493. [doi: 10.1089/acm.2011.0110] [Medline: 22551076]
36. Walsh MC, Trentham-Dietz A, Schroepfer TA, Reding DJ, Campbell B, Foote ML, et al. Cancer information sources used
by patients to inform and influence treatment decisions. J Health Commun 2010 Jun;15(4):445-463. [doi:
10.1080/10810731003753109] [Medline: 20574881]
37. DiFonzo N, Robinson NM, Suls JM, Rini C. Rumors about cancer: content, sources, coping, transmission, and belief. J
Health Commun 2012;17(9):1099-1115. [doi: 10.1080/10810730.2012.665417] [Medline: 22724591]
38. CENSIS. Fondazione CENSIS. 2012. Quale futuro per il rapporto medico paziente nella nuova sanit&agrave;? Internet
URL: http://www.censis.it/14?shadow_ricerca=117752 [accessed 2015-04-01] [WebCite Cache ID 6XSjrWq44]
39. Reid B, Abell A, Mathews G, Rodriguez K. MDigitalLife|WCG. 2013. The Social Oncology Project 2013 Internet URL:
http://www.wcgworld.com/mdigitallife/ [accessed 2015-04-01] [WebCite Cache ID 6XSpTuIO0]
40. Richards T, Montori VM, Godlee F, Lapsley P, Paul D. Let the patient revolution begin. BMJ 2013;346:f2614. [Medline:
23674136]
41. Pudota N, Dattolo A, Baruzzo A, Ferrara F, Tasso C. Automatic keyphrase extraction and ontology mining for content-based
tag recommendation. Int J Intell Syst 2010;25(12):1186. [doi: 10.1002/int.20448]
42. Eysenbach G. Infodemiology and Infoveillance: Tracking Online Health Information and Cyberbehavior for Public Health.
Am J Prev Med 2011 May;40(5, Supplement 2):154-158. [doi: 10.1016/j.amepre.2011.02.006]
43. Greaves F, Ramirez-Cano D, Millett C, Darzi A, Donaldson L. Use of sentiment analysis for capturing patient experience
from free-text comments posted online. J Med Internet Res 2013;15(11):e239 [FREE Full text] [doi: 10.2196/jmir.2721]
[Medline: 24184993]
44. Yoon S, Elhadad N, Bakken S. A practical approach for content mining of Tweets. Am J Prev Med 2013 Jul;45(1):122-129
[FREE Full text] [doi: 10.1016/j.amepre.2013.02.025] [Medline: 23790998]
45. Truccolo I, Zanini F, Bufalino R. Un codice deontologico per informare il paziente. Bibl Oggi 2009;27(2):84.
46. University of Udine Artificial Intelligence Laboratory. Intervalue. 2010. ifMONITOR URL: http://www.researchvalue.net/
repository/result.html?id=272 [accessed 2015-03-25] [WebCite Cache ID 6XI2blfiN]
47. CAMbrella. CAMbrella. Communication Platform on topics related to Complementary and Alternative Medicine (CAM)
in Europe Internet URL: http://www.cambrella.eu/home.php [accessed 2015-03-10] [WebCite Cache ID 6Wv8ZoVj8]
48. Office of Cancer ComplementaryAlternative Medicine. National Cancer Institute. 2012. Categories of CAM therapies-
Health Information - OCCAM Internet URL: http://cam.cancer.gov/health_categories.html [accessed 2016-05-04] [WebCite
Cache ID 6hFtZUH3u]
49. AIMaC, Bonucci M, Garaci A, Di LC. I trattamenti non convenzionali nel malato oncologico Internet. 2nd ed. Roma:
AIMaC; 2011. URL: http://www.aimac.it/libretti-tumore/trattamenti-non-convenzionali [accessed 2015-04-01] [WebCite
Cache ID 6XSq7Fl5D]
50. Broccard N, Durrer A, Frei M. Lega svizzera contro il cancro. Alternativi? Complementari??: rischi e benefici di metodi
non provati in oncologia?: una guida della lega contro il cancro per pazienti e cittadini Internet. 2nd ed. Berna: Lega svizzera
contro il cancro; 2008. URL: http://assets.krebsliga.ch/downloads/3951.pdf [accessed 2015-04-01] [WebCite Cache ID
6XSqAUjkc]
J Med Internet Res 2016 | vol. 18 | iss. 6 | e120 | p.14http://www.jmir.org/2016/6/e120/
(page number not for citation purposes)
Mazzocut et alJOURNAL OF MEDICAL INTERNET RESEARCH
XSL•FO
RenderX
51. Associazione Europea Medicine Tradizionali. Naturopatia Europa. Enciclopedia di naturopatia e Discipline Bionaturali
URL: http://www.naturopatiaeuropea.it/cms/Enciclopedia/Enciclopedia_Discipline_bionaturali.html; [accessed 2014-05-13]
[WebCite Cache ID 6Wv8YG3Nm]
52. Wikipedia. 2013. Categoria:Medicina alternativa Internet URL: http://it.wikipedia.org/w/index.
php?title=Categoria:Medicina_alternativa&oldid=57469744; [accessed 2015-03-11] [WebCite Cache ID 6XSiOnMRi]
53. Passalacqua R, Campione F, Caminiti C, Salvagni S, Barilli A, Bella M, et al. Patients' opinions, feelings, and attitudes
after a campaign to promote the Di Bella therapy. Lancet 1999 Apr 17;353(9161):1310-1314. [doi:
10.1016/S0140-6736(98)10253-2] [Medline: 10218529]
54. Norsa A, Martino V. Somatostatin, retinoids, melatonin, vitamin D, bromocriptine, and cyclophosphamide in
chemotherapy-pretreated patients with advanced lung adenocarcinoma and low performance status. Cancer Biother
Radiopharm 2007 Feb;22(1):50-55. [doi: 10.1089/cbr.2006.365] [Medline: 17627413]
55. Todisco M, Casaccia P, Rossi N. Cyclophosphamide plus somatostatin, bromocriptin, retinoids, melatonin and ACTH in
the treatment of low-grade non-Hodgkin's lymphomas at advanced stage: results of a phase II trial. Cancer Biother Radiopharm
2001 Apr;16(2):171-177. [doi: 10.1089/108497801300189263] [Medline: 11385964]
56. Report N. Risultati della sperimentazione del Multitrattamento Di Bella (MDB) Internet. Roma: Istituto Superiore di Sanità;
1999. /12 URL: http://www.iss.it/binary/publ/publi/9912.1109937886.pdf [accessed 2015-04-01] [WebCite Cache ID
6XSqMTKJC]
57. Società Italiana di Farmacologia. Position Paper della Società Italiana di Farmacologia sulla problematica Di Bella Internet.
Milano: Società Italiana di Farmacologia; 2013. URL: http://www.agenziafarmaco.gov.it/sites/default/files/
Position%20Paper%20SIF%20Problematica%20Di%20Bella.pdf; [WebCite Cache ID 6XSqP8AfR]
58. Glaeser E, Sunstein C. Does More Speech Correct Falsehoods? J Leg Stud 2014;43(1):93.
59. Yun Y, Lee M, Park S, Kim Y, Lee W, Lee K. Effect of complementary and alternative medicine on the survival and
health-related quality of life among terminally ill cancer patients: a prospective cohort study. Ann Oncol 2013;24(2):494.
[doi: 10.1093/annonc/mds469]
60. Del Vicario M, Bessi A, Zollo F, Petroni F, Scala A, Caldarelli G, et al. The spreading of misinformation online. Proc Natl
Acad Sci U S A 2016 Jan 19;113(3):554-559 [FREE Full text] [doi: 10.1073/pnas.1517441113] [Medline: 26729863]
61. Mercadante S, Vitrano V. Palliative care in Italy: problem areas emerging from the literature. Minerva Anestesiol 2010
Dec;76(12):1060-1071 [FREE Full text] [Medline: 20634788]
62. Consiglio Nazionale FNOMCeO. FNOMCeO. 2009. Linee guida per la formazione nelle medicine e pratiche non
convenzionali riservate ai medici chirurghi e odontoiatri della FNOMCeO Internet URL: http://www.omceomb.it/public/
upload/Normativa/Linee_guida_FNOMCeO_formazione_nelle_medicine_e_pratiche_non_convenzionali.pdf; [WebCite
Cache ID 6XSiwXiuy]
63. AIOM - Associazione Italiana di Oncologia Medica, CCM. I numeri del cancro in Italia. Brescia: Intermedia; 2015:2014.
64. Kelly B, Hornik R, Romantan A, Schwartz JS, Armstrong K, DeMichele A, et al. Cancer information scanning and seeking
in the general population. J Health Commun 2010 Oct;15(7):734-753 [FREE Full text] [doi: 10.1080/10810730.2010.514029]
[Medline: 21104503]
65. Siliquini R, Ceruti M, Lovato E, Bert F, Bruno S, De VE, et al. Surfing the internet for health information: an italian survey
on use and population choices. BMC Med Inform Decis Mak 2011;11:21 [FREE Full text] [doi: 10.1186/1472-6947-11-21]
[Medline: 21470435]
66. Jamieson S. Likert scales: how to (ab)use them. Med Educ 2004;38(12):1218. [doi: 10.1111/j.1365-2929.2004.02012.x]
Abbreviations
CAM: Complementary and alternative medicines
CENSIS: Centro studi investimenti sociali (center for social investment studies)
CRO: Centro di riferimento oncologico Aviano, national cancer institute
MSS: Mean sentiment score
NIH: National institute of health
OP: opinions
SPL: scientific and patients library of the Centro di Riferimento Oncologico Aviano
WD: Web documents
WS: Web sources
J Med Internet Res 2016 | vol. 18 | iss. 6 | e120 | p.15http://www.jmir.org/2016/6/e120/
(page number not for citation purposes)
Mazzocut et alJOURNAL OF MEDICAL INTERNET RESEARCH
XSL•FO
RenderX
Edited by G Eysenbach; submitted 13.01.16; peer-reviewed by W Quattrociocchi, E Santoro; comments to author 11.02.16; revised
version received 22.03.16; accepted 10.04.16; published 16.06.16
Please cite as:
Mazzocut M, Truccolo I, Antonini M, Rinaldi F, Omero P, Ferrarin E, De Paoli P, Tasso C
Web Conversations About Complementary and Alternative Medicines and Cancer: Content and Sentiment Analysis
J Med Internet Res 2016;18(6):e120
URL: http://www.jmir.org/2016/6/e120/ 
doi:10.2196/jmir.5521
PMID:27311444
©Mauro Mazzocut, Ivana Truccolo, Marialuisa Antonini, Fabio Rinaldi, Paolo Omero, Emanuela Ferrarin, Paolo De Paoli, Carlo
Tasso. Originally published in the Journal of Medical Internet Research (http://www.jmir.org), 16.06.2016. This is an open-access
article distributed under the terms of the Creative Commons Attribution License (http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/2.0/),
which permits unrestricted use, distribution, and reproduction in any medium, provided the original work, first published in the
Journal of Medical Internet Research, is properly cited. The complete bibliographic information, a link to the original publication
on http://www.jmir.org/, as well as this copyright and license information must be included.
J Med Internet Res 2016 | vol. 18 | iss. 6 | e120 | p.16http://www.jmir.org/2016/6/e120/
(page number not for citation purposes)
Mazzocut et alJOURNAL OF MEDICAL INTERNET RESEARCH
XSL•FO
RenderX
